REMARKS/ARGUMENT 

> ^ '<^e been amended to depend from Claim 24. \ such, the objection 
is overcome. 



1} Claims 17, 28-35 and 37-38 are provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 8-15 of 
copending Application No. 1 1/388,558. Applicants traverse the rejection as follows: 

aims 1 7, 28-^5 and 37-38 the Examiner has not appropriately compared 
Claims 17, 28-35 and 37-38 of the present application with Claims 8-15 of copending 
Application No. 11/388,558. The Examiner makes the following detenaination: 

\iisu-u ; ;h *hc conflicting claims are not identical they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because both inventions recites the cascade of BR 
ie»\ N o iaeitor a first rotary capacitor; a second rotary 

s ' v feedback oop iO;|iec u o- 

page 2, line ?.9 page 3 line 8 > 

^ - l> submit that tlie Examiner has not established a prima facie 

case /ohu.No f n \itentmg for Claims 17, 28-35 and 37-38. In order to 

csuhh-h prima facie case of obviousness-type double patenting, the Examiner must 
establish that the claims of the present application are obvious over the CLAIMS of the 
cited application (in this case Application No. i 1/388,558). Applicants direct the 
1 M - x'. o o u- MPKP * MUB,b 
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in determining whether a nonstatutory basis exists for a double 
i iv. f:rst question to be asked is does an> tiamt in the 

application define an invention that is merely an obvious variation of an 
invention claimed in the patent? if the answer is yes, then an "'obvious- 
onsia Ion' double patent rejection may he appropriate. 

(A) Determine the scope and content of a patent claim and the prior art 
>> s ! uion at issue; 

(8) Determine the differences between the scope and content of the 
patent ciahn and the prior art as determined in (A) and the claim in the 
application at issue; 

(C) Determine the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art; and 

(D) Evaluate any objective indicia of mmobviousness. 

The conclusion of obvious-type double patenting is made in light of 

Kv J, v ^ iUOliS 

Any obvious-type double patent rejection should make clear; 

(A) The differences between the inventions defined by the 
conflicting claims - a claim in the patent compared to a claim in the 

application; and 

(B) The reasons why a person of ordinaiy skill in the art would 
conclude that the invention defined in the claim in issue is an obvious 
variation of the invention defined in a claim in the patent. 

When considering whether the invention defined in a claim of an 
an ob\ tons variation of the invention defined in the claim of a 
patent, the disclosure of the patent may not be used as prior art. This does 
n- -t mean that one in precluded from all use of the patent disclosure, 

o >h\ rcsj e, i rait that the Examiner has not: (B) Determined the 
differences between the scope and content of the claims of the copending 
applications and the prior art as determined in (A) and the claims in the 
application at issue; {€) Determined the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art; and (D) Evaluate any objective indicia of nonobviousness. Moreover, 
w- x .ve v s x, ii. iv i n e ids i<> nu^\ \cm \ . 
differences between the inventions defined by the conflicting claims - each claim 
in the co-pending applications compared to- the claims in the present a j>plication,, 



as required by (A) above and has not provided reasons why a person of ordinary 
skill in the art would conclude that the invention defined in the claim in issue is 
an obvious variation of the invention defined in a claim in the patent, as required 
m (B) above. For these reasons alone, the double-patenting rejection is improper and 
nasi n ' j J vloreover, even had the double-patenting rejection been set forth 
in UK required in-inner, the rejection is improper for die following reasons: 

As an example, Claim 17 of die present application is reproduced below: 

i 7, A discrete time analog filter comprising a cascade of single pole OR filters 
configured to generate an output signal in response to an input signal, wherein the cascade 
, s comprises 

a history capacitor; 

a first set of rotating capacitors, wherein at least one of the rotating capacitors is 
connected to the history capacitor; 

a Nukr opueiuv connected to at least oue of the rotating capacitors other than 
the at least one of the rotating capacitors connected to the history capacitor; and 

a second set of rotating capacitors, wherein at least one of the second set of 
rotating capacitors is connected to the buffer capacitor. 

°\\ > s i n of Claras 1 & 8 of copending Application No. H/388,558 

is reproduced below: 

8. me analog filter comprising a cascade of single pole IIR filters 

confirmed to generate an output signal in response to an input signal, wherein the cascade 

- - ~ v ^ V s comprises a history capacitor that is charged together with a 
first rotating eapacit n in a first capacitor bank for a predetermined time period while 
a charge in a second capacitor bank is charge shared with a buffer capacitor and a 



TT-34776 



sea md rotal \ acitoi and w herein during a subsequent time period, the first 
capacitor bank holding its charge is charge shared with the buffer capacitor while the 
second capacitor bank which was charge shared in a previous time period now 
collects sew samples together with the history -capacitor. 

! 1 u vvh clann is not found in the other claim. As such, 

p red all oUhewords of ( iaiuU 7 m the ^ ev v,> 
t 'him S v v ■> \ ,1 m . kv \o 1 1 '388,558. as required h\ law. 

Simibrb ;•' v: ; mna r has not appropriately compared Claims 28-35, 37 and 38, of the 
presc r ipp icatkm with claims 9-15 of copending Application No. 1 1/388,551 as required by 
^ v , eo\ > s uwr\ double patent rejection is improper and must be withdrawn. 

2) Claims 2-3 and 6- 1 6, 1 9 and 39 are provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness- type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-3, 6, 7 , 
I % 2 and >3( op< nding Application No. 1 1/388,558 in view of Yasuda. Applicants 
f ix " - ^ v v i < 5 below. 

In rejecting Claims 2-3 and 6-16, 19 and 39 the Examiner has not appropriately 
compared Claims 2-3 and 6-16, 19 and 39 of the present application with Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 
21, 22 and 23 of copending Application No. 11/388,558. The Examiner makes the 
\ • i_ J, 

v » \ u e- i cascade of IIR filters circuit but does not recite 
<. s comprised solely capacitors and switches 

- v f s s s „i * k ! Pitt? >ltkh is comprised s* 

x )d capacitors (( 11-Cfn) see lines 65-67 colum? I- ! b <\ 

i an k 1-6, column * It would have been obvious to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
>. •> - ^ ' Yasuda into the app k.hmo foi the 

. - v • nplemented on an IC. Regarding claims 19 and 39, 
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-- ^ ig he optimum number of two rotary capacitors for the purpose of 
accommodating with requirement of a. predetermined system is considered to 
be a mater of design for an engineer that would have been obvious at the time 
A the : » * no «i-t nfx\ \c-HHi. page 3, line 14 - page 4, line 3). 



< submit that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 
ease of obviousness-type double patenting for Claims 2-3 and 6-16, 1 9 and 39. In order to 
fdsh a > ma facie case of obviousness-type double patenting, the Examiner must 
establish that the claims of the present application are obvious over the CLAIMS of the 
cited applicative (in this ease Application No. 1 1/388,558} in view of Yasuda (US 
6, 1 8 1,740). Applicants direct the Examiner's attention to MPEP § 804(B)(1); 

in determining whether a nonstatutory basis exists for a double 
„> s , <oi\ the urst question to be asked is - does any claim in the 
application define an invention that is merely an obvious variation of an 
invention claimed in the patent? If the answer is yes, then an "obvious- 
type" nonstatutory double patent rejection maybe appropriate, 

(A) Determine the scope and content of a patent claim and the prior art 
- the application at issue; 

(15) Determine the differences between the scope and content of the 
patent claim and the prior art as determined in (A) and the claim in the 
application at issue; 

(C) Determine the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art; and 

(D) Evaluate any objective indicia of nonobvionsness. 

The conclusion of obvious-type double patenting is made in light of 
vk > a o^ 

Any obvious-type double patent rejection should make clear: 

(A) The differences between the inventions defined by the 
conflicting claims - a claim in the patent compared to a claim in the 

application; and 

(B) The reasons why a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
conclude that the invention defined in the claim in issue is an obvious 
variation of the invention defined in a claim in the patent, 

When considering whether the invention defined in a claim of an 
o\\ cation is an obvious variation of the invention defined in the claim of a 
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patent, the disclosure of the patent may not be used as prior art. This does 
no; mean thai one is precluded from all use of the patent disclosure. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has not: (B) Determined the 
differences between the scope and content of the claims of the copending 
applications and the prior art as determined in (A) and the claims m the 
application at issue; (€) Determined the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art; and (D) Evaluate any objective indicia of nonobviousness. Moreover, 
> Mthn it that the 1 xamtner has not completely identified the 
differences between the inventions defined by the conflicting claims - each claim 
in the co r pe« d uM,af mhcati()«s compared to the claims in the present application, 
as required by ( A) above and has not. provided reasons why a person of ordinary 
skill hi the art would conclude thai the invention defined in the claim in issue is 
an obvious variation of the invention defined in a claim in the patent, as required 
in i 8 s alx ve Foj these reasons alone, the double-patenting rejection is improper and 
must be withdrawn, 

InUepcjidc;/ t a\r ri> n .ho present nc.ertion requires and positively recites a 
discrete time analog filter comprising a cascade of single pole OR filters configured to 
generate an output signal in response to an input signal, wherein the single pole OR 
filters are comprised solely of switches and capacitors. 

Independent Claim 1 of copending Application No. i 1/388,558 requires and 
dtiveh cue* discre irne analog filter comprising a cascade of single pole BR 
' v - - t\ » an output signal in response to an input signal. 



I - am nor tdmib thai copending Application No. 11/388 558 rails I *ch oi jggc 
"wherein the single pole IIR filters are comprised solely of switches and capacitors". 

x ' v v *. Msuo rr v idmg such teaching that, one having ordinary skill in the 



iNn-n uib Claims 1 <d <. ^plication No \8H N ^8. 

' .ui , s unauon as set forth below, 

^ - i < >j < . ^\ stem thai : embeds an analog da rmuu.in pise: 
composed of an FIR fi lter (col 2, lines 33-48; col. 3, lines 20-30) with the purpose of 
*w > » crrng to noise folding inherent in sub-sampling receivers. While true 

! w \ ' uors and switches onl>. v . o,k!'< so* ~, 

impulse es esign that is obtained by combining weighted sum of input 

- I - s >les sampled on CI 1 to ClnH> obtain ant auuM <; fot< 1 

for noise folding due to decimation. This is clearly described in the Yasuda's Abstract and 
•in the body of the Specification. Each time CI 1 to On sample the input, the sample~and- 
tuld opet o hs V h (,wer-writes) the previous input and this arrangement cannot 
pun ide m n finite-impulse response that relies on a sampler that maintains the history of 

««' - infinite previous samples as is suggested in the present : application. 

Yasnda similarly foils to provide any means for integration of previous samples on 
the samp! \ k o sirct die sampling capacitor is driven, by a LNA through a 
bandpass filter, that presents an input voltage that is sampled on to the sampling capacitor. 
Even if n samples can be sampled and combined together when presented to the summing 
amplifier, however, thf espouse is FIR followed imme iatel y dec ai , nee 
• »utput is produced for every a inputs. The weighting of individual samples can be done as 
shown in FIG 8 hov _\ ;r, the system can only provide FIR response, since there is no 
cans u can tg samples in an infinite window. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
s s kb suggests an HR filter, since an fIR filter most have a 

rccmei ^ ; < some smotmation of all the previous samples, hence,, 

r vs u >j- v np. oe v pe< 

o x s ,k , technique lor producing only 1 output for every n inputs, the 
present invention can produce 1 output for every 1 input and n consecutive outputs for n 
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com»ccuin «. i> oti , 1 It is not suggested by Yasuda et. al, on how io obtain 

0»V \ , 'PI h- '! tUU„ Ks.VttSC 

Page 5, paragraph 1, discloses that that reference US 2003/0035499 A i entitled 
Hrect R icy (RF) S unpii&g With Recursive Filtering Method that is included 

■n iis ennret> m . .vi >es the fundamental operation of sampling by means 

of convening the RF voltage to an RF current through the LNTA (Low noise trans- 

s ' ig the current on to the sam hm rm e 
INT A is described as a two stage RF amplifier in which the first stage is a voltage 

vpiifies n v )llowed hy a \ 1 converter (through using the trans-conductance element 
o corn ge output of .IN A to c urrent that charges the sampl ing capacitor C H) that 

constitutes the second stage. The sampling operation at the input of the PER is described 
to be of integration of RF current - not the sample-and-hold proposed by Yasuda or the 
<--J -of .-no cure? ices of prior art in the office action. This summary of the operation is 
described on Page 5 in lines 10-25. 

Yasuda also does not present a history and a rotating capacitor to obtain an OR 
fillet response, i id prm ides no teaching or suggestion why one having ordinary skill in. the 
art at the rime oftht invention would want to modify the Yasuda apparatus, such as the 

v v v s i ' \ \6 and following descriptions on Page 8, lines 2 3 
viiwanh «\ v ^\ p . a o» which describe the system in which the rotating 
v i % i v - charge Ys such, one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention would not have been motivated to combine Yasuda with the teaching Claim 
' o - \ ^ \* of the present application. As such, the doable patenting 

esce u*! e (2.s . - /i-;-' >)r~ are must be withdrawn. 

ns 2-3 * >-FS depend directly, or mditectiiy, from Claim 16 <Vs such the 
<~ > ! v >u ejec t i urns 2- and 6-15 must also be withdrawn. 
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Regarding Claims 19 and 39, Applicants respectfully traverse Examiner's 
determination. To maintain a constant flow of charge from CH towards CB.1 and CB2, as 
one rotating capacitor samples the input together with CH, the other presents the previous 
sample to CB 1 , Similarly, as the second rotating capacitor samples the input from CB1 , 

cm.\w\ U vei n v d,s <u mput to CB2. Ths o\ ^ , 

So w of samples, such that each input sample to CH can produce a sample at CB2, without 
any decimation. Hence, filtering is achieved without decimating samples. 

N i t 'o an h u 11 only. However, no further 

decimation occurs in the proposed PUR stages, independent of the number of cascaded 
stages \cc t c oi hie patenting rejection of Claims 1 9 and 39 is improper and 

f s >e wdk 

- s 1 " , . * I ■ ! S 

1) Claims 2, 4 5 6, 7, 16 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Yasnda (US 6, .181 ,740). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as set 
forth below. 

in ■■•alt mat the s ejection of Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 16 and 24 be sustainable, it is 
fundamental that "e ic h and every element as set forth in the claim be found, either expressly 

t prior art reference." JcntojjJ Ao- >; <> > 
CMIfomiM, 2 USPQ2d 1 051, 1 053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). See also, Richar dson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co,, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989), where the court states, "The identical invention 
must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim". 
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Rspiy to Office Acuok of December U, 2006 

Furthermore, fi a!l words in a claim must be considered in judging the paten lability 
of that claim against the prior art." Inre^EilmL 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 
(CCPA 1970). 

Indent \ 4 equ es and positively recite a a high order filter comprising: 

"a cascade of single pole IIR filters configured to generate an output signal in rcsp-,>!\NC to 
an input si| n • t rns tot direct sampling coupled to the cascade of single pole IIR 
Mli£L N . ' ' m lifu nage c< ipled to rh< i s v • \ v>" single pole IIR filters" . 

h'Kk oe xtent Claim 16 requires and positively ret 
comprising a cascade of single pole OR filters configured to generate an output signal in 
response to an input signal, wherein the single pole IIR filters are comprised solely of 
switches and capacitors. 

Independent Claim 24 requires and positively recites, a receiver ftont-end 
comprising: "a cascade of single pole IIR filters coutlgu.ed t se:aiv at i - > a t 
response to an uu * i , < -scans lot direct sampling coupled to the cascade of single 
pole IIR filters " and "'at least one amplifier stage coupled to the cascade of single pole 
IIR filters , wherein the cascade of single pole IIR filters, the means for direct sampling, 
m I the at e ts on* m : lifiei stage together implement a high order filter". 

In conn > Ya.su la < oes not disclose or even, remotely suggest an IIR filter in 

eh onh show sample-and-hold circuits sampling input voltage (see col 
Urnc- e v 's « <> ohui.' an input to a sigma-deiia A/D converter that accepts the 
d a u d circuits No history apacito 
available m such eommmations to provide IIR filtering function. Even if FIR hlsermg 

! id t c t 'rung samples as thev are sampled to the inp o e 
<\ D corn erter (see col I ! }, sampling n consecutive samples on n distmes c ap icitors md 
cornbmmg a vve ghi :ti werage of these would not provide an IIR response! One window 
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ofn samples does not affect ihe output produced by the next window of n samples. HE 
filter ing N 5 v \ asuda, not implied or remotely suggested. No means 

N ' ^ ^ . v c such a lesponse Acconhngiy, Pit - - , s 

rejection oi - I am 4, 16 and I \ improper and must be withdrawn. 

Chums 2, 6 and 7 stand allowable as depending from allowable claims and by 
n a >ns < lught or suggested by Yasuda 

Claim 2 further defines the discrete time analog filter recording a> <; i «< 
• » <■ tot dneu sampling, wherein the cascade of single pole 1IR 

filters and means for direct sampling together implement a high, order filter devoid, of 
nmpbiiers ! i > dwpu>d'. s < ' 'hum 16 and is allowable for the same reasons 
set forth above in support of the allowance of Claim 16. 

« 'barn nmher defines the discrete time analog filter according to chum 16, 
wherein the cascade of single pole IIR filters together implement a high order filter 
v a ^ o Oereuds from Claim 16 and is allowable for the same 
w<!nv \ , rapport of the allowance of Claim 16. 

he J ereu ime analog filter according to claim 16, 
! single pole UK filters is operational to create a uni din 
^ m mfoo.naC -s:, s-gna,.-<: * ^ s i K •> I i feedfikL 2= >ra a later filter 
-X s ^ c a - 1 .r stage. Claim 7 depends from Claim 16 and is allowable for 
the same reasons set forth above in support of the allowance of Claim 16. 



2) Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Arvidsson 
et ah (US 6,414,541). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as set forth below. 
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i • '■ * i i K am 28 be sustainable, h iundamen I ch .vk 
vO ^ o > ,\ f 'u daar be fonn I J \ i _^ - < < i „ ^ 1 \1 i , 

^ * O 'V ' !«!»<> Ci_C ! K ~ V \.v > ( 

{ Fed. Cir 98? } where the court 5 fates, "The identical invention most be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim". 

Furthermore, "all words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability 
1 n i imm against the prior art" In re Wilson, 424 F,2d 1382, 1 385, 165 US'PQ 494, 496 
(CCPA 1970). 

Independent Claim 28 requires and positive!) recites ( , 

cascade of single pole IIR filters configured to eneratt m outp gna 1 
response to an input, signal, wherein the cascade of single pole IIR filters comprises a 
history capacitor coupled to a first rotating capacitor in a first capacitor bank, 

in contrast Arvidsson does not propose cascading IIR filters, Arvidsson di scloses 
c Cso 1 d by the recursive equation in col. 1, line 32. In his 

disclosure, Arvidsson proposes a means for sampling an input on CI together with, a 
rotating c ,^ * ^ , ^ vn disconnects the rotating capacitor from the input and 
5 - SiV ^ a means < n dtiplying the sample on the rotating capacitor by a factor less than 1, 
the?ch> pn-vuiuu; o «. umso.i u ^ u o ! that would otherwise be only obtainable by 

\ \. v s ~o par! c mautors as lie explains :n col. 1 in the 
BACKGROUND section. 

v t ot prov ! i jole, as sugge stec < I N i !i h s. ) et 1 
<• . ^ 'ok m^i v iput sample to obtain a fractional -sample -to help 
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realize a higher resolution thai would otherwise be only available -using a large bank of 
sampling capacitor. 

As such., Arvidsson provides no teaching of cascading filter stages. Arvidsson 

i a * oi maintaining a constant rate of information flow through 
- v v : v : \ - * v* « v note thai C2-C6 also show reset switches, while C 1 has 
< -> > v S re not i ipiied surges mocc dx Co 
o'o 4 s * ta ncd b> a sampling capacitor that, is never discharged in 

.uOcs to .»K, U an UR response. For cascaded filtering stages, there must me more than 
one capacitor that is never reset such as the case with CB1 and CB2 in the present 
application. A constant rate of information flow must be maintained, and hence, at least 
two rotating eamt dors ate needed to transport charge from one stage, to the next. 
Accordingly, the 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) rejection of Claim 28 is improper and must be 
withdrawn. 

cctsons 

^ > and 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
v w view ol \ isuda (US 6.181,740). Applicants respectfully 

hsooe.c rhs\ -c-e.u-ni as Ciknv; 

independent Claim 1 6, requires and positively recites a discrete time analog filter 
comprising a cascade o f single pole HR filters configured to generate an output signal in 
response to an input signal, wherein the single pole HR filters are comprised solely of 
switches and capacitors. 

^ so ik\'in o r vessor that is used a- ! V \ 

To obtain a "cascaded" second or third order section IIR filter, more processors coupled 
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together in cascaded form are required. Examiner admits that Simon does not teach or 
suggest that the filters comprise solely of switches and capacitors (Office Action, page 5, 

^-^I^ -■ \v< -ovWvo' J - upon Yasudaas < so *s? i 'i.u^Mc'IR 
filter which is comprised solely of switches (SWll-SWin) and capacitors (CI 1 -Chi). 
\ ^ sac :ne,oo\ i > ivies ken d? *ct ionh below. 

- ipi i 1 its S asuda does not disclose, suggest or imply 
v ns for i eating an IIR filtei respm a <. i erred from 

\ asuda's < core, Simon et. ai in GB2230627 addresses a digital IIR 

filter that is a completely different topic. A digital OR filter is constructed by abstraction 
of bits to represent values and have no notion of "loading" effects from one stage to 
another. A switched capacitor based PUR stage cannot be inferred from a digital filter. 
Maintaining integrity of analog samples, splitting and re-combining charge from one PUR 
-ace to mother to obtain an IIR response is not deducible from studying a digital IIR 
bikes Maini e. Lag a con; tant rate of information How in which each input to the cascaded 
PHR ilteri y a >os produces an output, without incurring decimation or noise folding is 
not deducible by studying a digital filter implementation. Furthermore, improving gain, by 
not resetting the relating eapaeitors is also not deducible by studying digital filter 

i <• re completely divorced from analog considerations and 

unc/fvat Uv s.w 1 

As such, any combination of Simon and Yasuda tils each 
terete e an, x set comprising a cascade of single pole O R filters configured to 
generate an >n« > n » cuul iu t espouse to an input signal, wherein the single pole IIR 
filters are comprised solely of switches and capacitors", as required by Claim. 1.6. As 
such, the 3; > ejection of Claim 16 is improper and must be withdrawn. 

In proceedings before the Patent and Trademark Office, "the Examiner bears the 
ar a a run facie case of obviousness based upon hi \ c in re 
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rnvn, 23 USPQ2d 1780.. 1783 (Fed. Or N92> uutuy In ro Phtsccki, ?4S f .2d 1468, 
1471-72, 223 USPQ 785, 787-88 (Fed. Or. 1984). "The Examiner can satisfy this burden 
only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the 
relevant teachings of the references'; In re Fri tchu 23 USPQ2d 1.780, 1783 (Fed. Cir. 
1992){c:Yig ,r, re Fine, 837 P.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 
1988>{eiimg iojreJ :i ahj, 747 F.2d 703, 705, 223 USPQ 1257, 1258 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). 

Although couched in terms of combining teachings found in the prior ait, the same- 
inquiry must be carried out in the context of a purported obvious "modification" of the prior 
ait The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner does not make the modification obvious unless due prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. I n re Gordon , 733 F.2d at 902, 221 USPQ at 1127. 
Moreover, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed invention 
is rendered obvious, fa re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 987, 18 USPQ2d 1885, 1888 
(Fed.Cir.199i). See also Interconnect Planning Corp v. Feil 774 I H 1132, 1138, 227 
USPQ 543, 547 (Fed.Ck 1985). 

Furthermore, "all words in a claim must be considered in jut i 
of that claim against the prior art." in re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 
496 (CCPA 1 970). It is clear from the above analysis that the Examiner has not met his 
burden of showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge 
generally a vailable to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to 
combine the relevant teachings of the references. As such, a prima facie case of the 

s es Sb ion m < s i » > i 
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Claims 6 and 7 siand allowable as depending from, allowable claims and by 
wtatto is not taught or suggested by any combination of Simon and 

Yasuda. 

v r i ,i di ,rde tint analog filter according to claim < 

v v e of sis v pole HR filters together implement a high order filter 
n » dc x ds from Claim 16 and is allowable for the same 
easons set for \ le allowance of Claim 16. 

^ the discrete time analog filter according to claim 1 6, 
single polo HR filters is operational to create a urn-directional 
>^ <> 1 sf m < r charge and disallow any feedback from a later filter 

^ .~v ) ^ ! v vi stage < daim 7 depends from Claim 16 and is allowable for 
the same reasons set forth above in support of the allowance of Claim 16. 



2) Claims 6-7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over fee et al (US 5,732,002) in view of Yasuda (US 6.181,740). Applicants respectfully 

* v x v .e - • i and positively recites a discrete time analog filter 

eo.mp.fis ta^ujjMif smgle pole HR filters configured to generate an output signal in 
response to an input signal, wherein the single pole HR filters are comprised solely of 
switches and capacitors. 

closes present multi-rate HR decimaih f 5 rp io I 
s ItaUknnan llenc Lee discloses ustm ig igital filters 
)its stract 1 ers. Cascading digital ers is i Ira gh a u 
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from such {caching since there are no analog effects to be considered. A following stage 
does not 'load" the previous stage and there is no notion of loss of charge or introduction 
of noise in the t ro-„e 4 :sed samples a.s long as enough bits axe allocated to represent the 
v l < - vaminer admits that Lee does not disclose that the filters 
eneo'-e- < ! >e onns (page 6„ lines 14-: ~m I vn vk" m v e\ e> 

a. caching. 

'asnda * iocs not address an IIR filter construction as has been explained 

s 'sing switches and capacitors only is not. addressed 
v I « n h ~ xi . ^-c Med or hinted, nor inferable as means for 

... x - i v are absent from Yasuda's disclosure. 

As such, any combination of Lee and Yastida fails to teach 01 sngge 1 > - v 
.re ee^ tei i vc-iag a cascade of single pole IIR filters configured to generate 

outp sign 3 re ponse to an input signal, wherein the single pole IIR filters are 
comprised solely of switches and capacitors", as required by Claim 16. As such, the 35 
1 ISA '. 103(a) rejection of Claim 16 is improper and must be withdrawn. Claims 6 and? 
stand allowable as depending from allowable claims and by including further limitations 
i )u<> ^ v ^ ^ \ \aJ 

~ betoic the Patent and hadentark 0:l\ \ \» n the 

! < 1 obviousness based upon the prior art", In re 

u ?? 1 MV ; "Ho ! ? 83 (Fed Cir. .1992) (citing In re Piasec kl 745 F.2d 1468, 
1471.-72, 223 USPQ 785. 787-88 (Fed. Cir. 1984). "The Examiner can satisfy this burden 
only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the 
relevant teachings of the references". In re Pritc-h, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783 (Feci Cir. 
1992)(citmg fa re Fine. S37 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Ck 
1988)(citrng In re Lain. 747 F.2d 703, 705, 223 USPQ 1257, 1258 (Fed. Ck 1988)}. 
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Reply J;:-Oake Actios ;sf s.kx->;."!»«; ! ?Mf> 

- >v ^ icrais of combining I , found in the pries ail the s; m 
\ ! sd out in the context of a purported ob\ his moJtft . > N >^ 

art. The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner does not make the modification obvious unless the prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. In re Gordon. 733 F.2d ai 902, 221 USFQ at 1127. 
\ reo\ of st is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed invention 
Is rendered obvious. .In re Gorman , 933 F.2d 982, 987, 18 USPQ2d 1885, 1888 
(i ed.Cir.1991). See also Intercom ect Planning. Corrn_v_ \M> 774 F.2d 1132, 1138, 227 
USPQ 543, 547 (Fed.Ck, 1985). 

nisc i - k r i v. i : ! > ! ! 

of that claim against the prior art" in re W ilson. 424 F.2d 1 382, 1 385, 165 USPQ 494, 
496 (CCPA 1970 ). It is clear from the above analysis that the Examiner has not met his 
harden of showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead thai individual to 
combine the relevant teachings of the references. As such, a prima facie case of the 
obviousness < c a combination of Lee and Yasuda has not been shown. 

s - e u ncicIc lone analog filter according to claim 16, 
<• ivrciu v *. v , ' , pole 1IR filters together implement a high order filter 
<> kpends from Claim 16 and is allowable >r the same 
reasoi!\ -vt wh aho\c hi -upport of the allowance of Claim 16. 

, Ltii)-! " fun iter defines the discrete time analog filter according to claim 1 6, 
wherein the t tsc idt of singk pole IIR filters is operational to create a unidirectional 
flow of information, signal, or charge and disallow any feedback from a later filter 
v s . \taac * an ' vkpuids from Claim 16 and is allowable for 
the same reasons set forth above in support of the allowance of Claim 16. 
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Amendment dated Msy 25 . 2007 



w m k nciudeail of the- limitations of the base claim and any 
i i \ v^ci lain va^on - r onhaboxe ^ppbu i s \ v\ is 



Ucordm < un* ?-.?.* 5 24-35 and 37-40 stand allowable. Applicants 
il ol the telethons and allowance oi the aop i j - > I > 

<.a u 



l\ 



/ Ronald O. Neerings / 
Reg. No. 34,22? 
Attorney for Applicants 
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